This study investigates the influence of manager and department variables on budget characteristics in private Jordanian universities. This paper aims to study the relationship between the departments' heads characteristics and department features with the budget participation, information sharing, budget adequacy, goal clarity, and budget feedback in private universities in Jordan. It draws on relevant prior studies in the management accounting particularly budget issues to formulate the research questions and implementing survey method with seventy seven functional managers in five private Jordanian universities to shed light upon the perceptions of proposed budget participants. The results indicate that there is no such a relation between the department type and size with the budget characteristics, and no significant association between most of the manager related variables and budget characteristics. In contrast, the results indicate that the experience earned in the university has a significant strong relation with budget characteristics and weak relation has been found between manager budget experience and budget characteristics. The data suggest that the department factors and the manager factors except the experience earned in the university and the budget experience have no impact on budget characteristics. Hence, the budget characteristics may influence other factors such as the management style, departmental autonomy.
size and the type. In general, the current study investigates such a relationship between the manager characteristics and department factors with budget participation as one of the budget characteristics.
Information sharing
An important benefit of the budgeting process is sharing information between subordinates and their managers (Hopwood, 1974; Covaleski et al., 2003; and Kyj, 2006: Thys-Clement & Wilkin, 1998; Mah'd 2010; and Broadbent, 2007) . Shield & Shield (1998) and Parker & Kyj (2006) support Shields and Young's (1993) argument that budget participation is used to facilitate the communication of private information from subordinates to superiors. A common assumption in the accounting literature (especially agency theory) is that subordinate managers hold private information regarding their task and know about their operational areas more than do their superiors (Merchant, 1981; Nouri & Parker, 1998; Shields & Shields, 1998; and Covaleski et al., 2003) . The flow of information up-down has also been addressed in the literature (Kren, 1992; Parker & Kyj, 2006 ) that superiors generally have private information regarding to achieve strategic budget goals which may facilitate the subordinates achievement of those goals (Gladney et al., 2009) . Budget participation may enable subordinates and superiors to communicate their private information leading to better decision-making and budget (Nouri & Parker, 1998; Shields & Shields, 1998; Covaleski et al., 2003; and Parker & Kyj, 2006) .
Goal clarity
Goal clarity has been defined in the literature as the extent to which goals are clear, stated specifically and understood by the employees (Kenis, 1979) . Another term appears in the literature is role ambiguity. Role ambiguity shows that an employee is uncertain about his role within the organisation. It is argued that participation in the budget setting process has potentially to clarify the role (Chenhall & Brownell, 1988) . Several empirical evidences suggest that as intervening variable between budget participation and job performance role ambiguity has a significant negative association with individual performance (Chenhall & Brownell, 1988; Parker & Kyj, 2006) . Parker & Kyj (2006) find not only role ambiguity has a significant negative relationship with job performance but also role ambiguity has negative relation with organisational commitment. Chenhall & Brownell (1988) view the role ambiguity as the extent to which clear information is lacking regarding to the expectations associated with the role, methods, and the consequence of role performance. They argue that through budget participation, subordinates gain information that make their organisational roles clear. Their find that budgetary participation help to decrease manager's role ambiguity and this decrease improves job satisfaction and performance. Parker & Kyj (2006) suggest that both job performance and organisational commitment is affected directly and adversely by role ambiguity. Further, indirectly role ambiguity affects information sharing through organisational commitment. Previous research suggest association between role ambiguity, budget participation and job performance (Chenhall & Brownell, 1988; Kren, 1992; and Parker & Kyj, 2006) . Parker and Nouri (1998) define budget adequacy as the degree to which manager perceives enough and adequate budgeted resources to fulfil their job requirements. Several accounting studies research the impact of budget participation on budget adequacy (see Merchant, 1981; Parker & Nouri, 1998) , as they assume that managers will attempt to participate in the budget process to have adequate resources for their departments. This study proposes that manager related factors such as position, qualification or may be the experience may enable managers to get adequate budgeted resources to their department. In this manner, manager and department related factors many have such a relation to budget adequacy as one of budget participation characteristics. Various researchers have stated that subordinates participation in budgeting process may well result in the disclosure of private information that could result in more accurate budget (Merchant, 1981; Nouri & Parker, 1998) . As Young (1985) explains that budget adequacy differs with slack budget that budget adequacy does not necessarily involve excess resources or biased budget forecasts as occurs in budget slack. Nouri & Parker (1998) propose that employees with adequate budgetary would support on average exhibit higher performance than employees without adequate budgetary support. They find that budget participation have an effect on job performance indirectly via budget adequacy.
Budget adequacy

Budget feedback
It is one of the important motivational variables measuring the degree to which budget goals have been achieved (Kenis, 1979) . While many researchers have examined the relation between the budget feedback and the performance (see Kenis, 1979; Nouri & Kyj, 2008; and Gladney et al., 2009) , none, to the knowledge of the researchers, have directly examined the relationship between the manager and department related factors with budget feedback. Kenis (1979) finds that budget feedback related positively to the job satisfaction, and budgetary motivation. Gladney et al. (2009) conclude that budget meeting with budget committee members enhances the budgetary communication between the managers and the supervisor in term of budgetary feedback. The current study proposes and tests a direct relation between the manager and department related factor and the budget feedback. Budgetary Feedback is the feedback about the degree to which department's managers have achieved their budget goals (Kenis, 1979) and the degree to which superiors (top management) provide feedback to department's heads about their achievement of budget goals. The logic behind using budget feedback as variable was explained by (Kenis, 1979) that if department's budget functionary do not know the results of his effort, he will lost any feeling of success or failure and incentive for better performance. Flamholtz et al. (1985) has studied the feedback as a control mechanism, explained that the information which is needed in order to correct individual behaviour, is given to individual by the feedback. Budget feedback could be either direct "face to face meetings" or indirect through reports or written explanations. Further, face to face meetings provide opportunities for supervisors to explain directly the reasons for their budget decisions to the subordinate manager and to provide feedback for the manager's achievement of budget goals (Gladney et al., 2009) . Flamholtz et al. (1985) state that feedback information could be either specific to the work goals or general, or about work behaviour or work outcomes. Thus, the feedback process information may depend on the nature of the work goals or on the measurement system (Flamholtz et al., 1985) .
Research method and research sample
In this section, study method for collecting the data and the study sample is presented.
The study variables and the hypothesis
This research identified manager's position, qualification, major, general experience, experience earned in the university, budget experience, department type, department size as a contextual variables. The following is a discussion regarding to these factors. 3.1.1. Contextual variables; The respondent position: Respondent's position varies as the study surveyed deans, academic department head, and administration department head. The qualification: In such a sample like the universities, big variation appears in the qualification between the respondents, where there are some respondents holding degrees of PhD, master, BSc, and others do not have. The major: This is to verify if the manager majors could influence the achievement of budget. Majors vary between business, engineering, IT and others. General experience: General experience could be one of the factors that affect positively dealing with budget. Experience in the university: To examine whether the experience which has been earned in the university affects the budget characteristics. Budget experience: The budget experience indicates that the respondent is familiar with using the budget where this may affect positively the budget performance. The department size: This factor has been measured using two main tools (1) Employees' number: It is clear that number of employees indicates the size of the department, while its influence is not obvious.
(2) Total of the expenses: Expenses may indicate the size of the department; its impact has been studied in the current research. Department Type: University departments could be academic or administrative. An academic department, which contributes directly to the education, is leaded by an academic member. Administrative department, which serve the education process, could be leaded by academic or non-academic staff. 3.1.2. Hypotheses Prior studies have clarified that contextual and environmental variables have an impact in budget characteristics. This research comes to extend the literature and to investigate potential impact of the managers and department features on budget characteristics using a unique environment and country. The independent variables which have been researched are (manager position, qualification, major, general experience, organisational experience, budget experience department size and department type). This leads to use eight propositions in order to assess the above relationships. One of the main reasons behind using these assumptions is that after considering the environment in Jordan, it is obvious that private universities need to develop its strategies and to avoid consuming undesirable expenses, which may occur when there is a development in the budget system. H 1: The position of the respondent has a significant positive association with budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback.
H 2: There is a significant positive relation between the qualification and budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback H 3: There is a significant positive association between the major of the subordinate manager and with budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback. H 4: General experience has a significant positive association with budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback. H 5: There is a significant positive relationship between the experience earned in the university and with budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback H 6: Budget experience affects positively the budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback. H 7: There is a significant positive association between the size of the department and budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback. H 8: There is a significant positive association between the type of the department activities and budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy, and budget feedback.
Data collection method
The influence of manager and department related factors as independent variables on budget related factors as dependent variables in JPUs has been measured using questionnaire and documentary data. In summer of 2010, a survey questionnaire was distributed to a sample of 131 department managers in five private universities. Those managers were identified as having responsibility for their department expenses in the private Jordanian universities. Respondents were chosen from a variety of functional areas, including academics and administrative members. The president of Applied Science University assisted the researcher by writing a formal cover letter to MoHE and all Jordanian universities to lend a hand in this survey. Initially, these letters were given to the president of each of the selected universities. These letters explained the purpose of the study, asked the presidents to nominate department managers to take part in the study and solicited their permission to contact the nominated department managers. A copy of the questionnaire was attached to the presidents' letter for their information. Seven universities were researched, while five agreed to help with this survey. 3.2.1. Questionnaire structure In addition to the covering letters, this survey addressed three main parts to shed light in the general information regarding to the respondents' characteristics and other factors intended to be studied. Moreover, this division employed to assist the use of statistical analysis. First and second parts are close ended while the third one is open ended. These parts are explained as the following: Part one: Questions regarding to the respondents characteristics (such as position, qualification, major, general experience, budget experience, experience earned in the university, age, gender, and nationality) were included. Questions about the department were conducted (such as, employees number, the total of department expenses and the type of the department (Academic or Administrative). However, this part aimed to provide general information about the respondents; it is obvious that this part will verify the independent factors that influence the individual use of the budget. Part two: This part consists of 25 instruments distributed to five groups of questions using seven point Likert scale. These instruments are for budget participation, information sharing six instruments, budget goal clarity six instruments, budget adequacy three instruments and budget feedback three instruments. This part aimed to survey the perception of the respondents about the above factors. 3.2.2. Measurement of the budget characteristics A survey questionnaire has been implemented in this paper. The response format was a seven point Likert-type for all the questions and variables. Heads of department were asked about their characteristics and their department characteristics. Moreover, the budgetary participation variables measured in the questionnaire Included, budget participation, information sharing, budget adequacy, clarity of the rules, and budget feedback. Budget participation was measured using modified version of Milani's (1975) seven-item scale was used. This format has been used extensively in the previous literature (Shields & Shields, 1998; Nouri & parker, 1998; and Parker & Kyj, 2006) . The instruments attempted to determine involvement in and influence of the individuals on the budget process (Nouri & parker, 1998) . The response scale was a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from one ISSN 1913 -9004 E-ISSN 1913 204 (very unsatisfied) to seven (very satisfied). A reliability check of the instruments for the current study has produced a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.934. Information sharing was measured using six-item scale, two of them employed by (Parker & Kyj, 2006) and four instruments have been developed for this study. The response scale was a seven-point Likert type scale ranging from one (very little) to seven (very much). As for the reliability, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.899. Budget goal clarity was measured in this study by adopting a modified version of six-item scale developed by Rizzo et al. (1970) . These instruments have been largely employed in the literature see (Shields & Shields, 1998; Nouri & Kyj, 2008) . Participants were asked to respond to each item in the instrument on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from one (strongly disagree) to seven ( strongly agree). To measure the reliability, Cronbach alpha was 0.915. Budget adequacy was measured using a three-item scale developed by (Nouri & Parker, 1998) . The instruments attempted to explore the respondents' perception about their budgeted resources as far as the adequacy of the performance of job responsibilities. The response scale was a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from one (strongly disagree) to seven (strongly agree). As for the reliability of the scale, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.944. Three-item scale used to measure budgetary feedback. These items were involved to measure the degree to which budgetary goals have been achieved. Kenis, (1979) believes that the individual will have no basis for feelings of success or failure and no incentives for higher performance, if he does not know what are their effort results. In this study, the Cronbach alpha was 0.945. 3.2.3. The sample Several procedures were considered in selecting the study sample. Pollanen's (1996) criteria to select a sample in a specific segment have been considered along with general criteria established for sample selection. Rational for every procedure is clarified. However, the sample was chosen to cover all private Jordanian universities, some universities that have relatively small students number, few majors or difficult to be accessed, were excluded. (Zikmund, 2000) commented, "It is a serious mistake to rush into detailed surveys before less expensive and more readily available sources of information have been exhausted." Tashakkori & Teddlie (2009) supported this approach. Universities in Jordan are two types regarding governance and financing: public universities supervised and financed by governments, and private universities supervised and financed by non-governmental institutions. Notwithstanding, private universities operate as autonomous institutions, managing income resources, choosing strategic plans, managerial systems and following government laws (Companies laws, Education laws, and Tax laws). Jordanian universities sector particularly the private universities sector was the study application entity. To distribute the questionnaire, two primary criteria were followed in selecting universities in this specific segment. First, Like Pollanen criterion, this survey distributed to universities which are large enough to have a well developed organisational structure with multiple levels of management to allow the selection of middle management with budgeting responsibilities. The researchers did not distribute the questionnaires in some universities because it found that these universities are new or does not have diversity in the majors. Second, to investigate the individual variables -as the aim of this paper-variations among managers' characteristics or departments had to exist. This point was considered very important that the different between those managers in terms of their characteristics which may affect the usage of budget. The survey in this study (the questionnaire survey) yielded 131 cost centre managers who hold management responsibilities of his department in private Jordanian universities. The responses were obtained from five private universities. From a 131 surveys were distributed, 79 were returned, of which two had irrelevant data. The effective response rate is 58.8 % (77/131). The main advantage of researching this number of universities is to enable the researchers to gain an intimate understanding of organisational phenomena, and to generalise results to private Jordanian universities.
Results and analysis
This section includes analysis of the survey questionnaire and results presentation; begins with clarifying the features of the respondents and then using descriptive statistics for analysing the variables. The analysis ends by presenting the results using a kendall's tau-b to test the study hypotheses, table 3 display these results. Limitations of this study have been presented after that.
Sample descriptive analysis
The results pointed out that the sample respondents had been employed by their universities for an average of above 8 years, and had held the responsibility of budget for an average of 5.6 years. The average of the respondents' age is 47 with general experience of a mean of 20 years. More than third of the respondents have business qualification, which may indicate some budget knowledge. The mean of the employees' number in these departments is more than the 19 employees, where an average of the total annual expenses of about JD 80000 approx ($113000). These demographic data suggests that the respondents have good experience and holding responsible positions. In addition to the previous characteristics, the following demographic data were also collected: manager position, educational level, gender, and nationality. Moreover, the department type and size have been addressed (see table 1 ). The impact of managers and department related factors on budget participation characteristics has been tested by means of calculation a non parametric test. Kendall's Tau-b correlation coefficient is one of the bivariate tests that has used widely in the literature and suited to the questionnaire data (see Ezzamel, 1990) . Table 2 displays the results, presenting the relationship between independent and dependent variables. The results show that there is no such relation between the manager's positions either dean, administrative manager or academic manager and the budget participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy and budget feedback. Thereby, these results indicate that there H1 cannot be accepted as there is no significant relationship between the budget characteristics and the position of the department manager. The results therefore suggest that manager position as it could be in this study dean, academic department head or administrative department head has no significant impact on budget participation characteristics.
Regarding to the second hypothesis, the results were unexpected, as hypothesized that there is a relationship between the qualification and budget participation characteristics. According to the results, it is clear that there is no such significant relation between the qualification degree and the degree of participation, information sharing, goal clarity, budget adequacy and budget feedback. Thereby, this result shows that the qualification degree hold by the manager of the department has no significant effect on characteristics of the budget participation. Similarly, the results relating to the major or the specialisation of the manager are also claiming that there is no significant evidence that the manager major has any relationship to any of the budget characteristics defined in this study. This result similar to the results of the position and qualification appear in table 2. Therefore, the results conducted failed to address any relationship between the major of the manager either business, IT, engineering or any other major and the budget participation characteristics. This result contrast to the hypothesis which assumes that the manager field has relationship to the budget characteristics (as there is a difference between the managers who have a business major and other majors) The results appear in table 2 regarding to the general experience is disappointing and unexpected. It was expected that the experience appears to have an influence on the budget participation characteristics, the result appear in table 2 explains that the general experience have no significant relation to the budget characteristics. According to the universities age this may lead to the fact that, it is not necessary that those who have long general experience have earned it in their university. Moreover, the oldest private university at the time of the empirical work had seventeen years old as this may support this fact. Experience earned in the university expected to have an influence because managers who have been in this organisation for long period should be more involved in participating in the budget. This has been noticed during the time of collecting the questionnaire where some financial managers emphasis this point. As appeared in table 2, the results indicate that experience earned in the university is positively associated with budget participation at significant level of 0.01, Information sharing at level of 0.05, goal clarity at 0.05, budget adequacy 0.01, and budget feedback at 0.01. These results indicate that the manager experience which earned in the university have an effect on the budget characteristics. One of the most confused results is the results appeared regarding to the budget experience. This factor explained as the time of experience being a budget holder or responsible on your department budget. It was expected to find a strong relation between this factor and the budget characteristics. Table 2 indicates that there is a week relation support the H6 as budget participation and budget adequacy variables show significant relation to the budget experience, but other variables of information sharing, budget adequacy and budget feedback have no significant relationship. The results therefore suggest that the budget experience as defined in the study has limited impact on budget characteristics. Similar to the first, second, third and the forth variables the table shows that the seventh, eighth and ninth variables have no significant relationship to the budget characteristics variables. Therefore, the department characteristics either the size or the type does not appear to have any considerable influence on budget participation characteristics. The size has been measured by the employees' number in each department and the annual total expenses in these departments. The results did not support the hypothesis that department size have an association to the budget characteristics. Moreover, the results indicate that the nature of these departments either academic or administrative has no significant influence on the budget participation characteristics.
Discussion
The relationship between manager and department related variables in one side and so called budget characteristics have been investigated in this paper. The findings of this study can be summarized in the following three points: Vol. 4, No. 4; October 2011 ISSN 1913 -9004 E-ISSN 1913 206 First manager related factors of position, qualification, major and general experience are not correlated with budget characteristics in this study. Second, organisational experience positively related to all budget characteristics, but budget experience correlated significantly with budget participation and budget adequacy and does not appear to have significant relation with information sharing, goal clarity and budget feedback. Third, department factors are not significantly related with any of the budget characteristics. Thereby, the data suggest that the department factors and the manager factors except the experience earned in the university and the budget experience have no impact on budget characteristics. Hence, the budget characteristics may be influenced by other factors such as the management style, departmental autonomy, and other factors (see Ezzamel, 1990) . The results can develop several complementary lines of argument; first of all, the study is an attempt to draw attention behind the budget usage in private universities. Thereby, studying the impact of different factors such as the managerial uncertainty, the university size, or budget slack and performance evaluation on budget characteristics particularly budget participation characteristics appears to be one of interesting topics for further research in this area. A further issue lies in the sampling choice as restricting the sample to a single sample or to conduct rang of organisations as a study sample. This issue arose that studying one university enable the researchers to control the effect of the differences in organisational controls. However, this may increase the understanding of the manner in which variables interact in specific setting, this study focus more on providing more generalisation. A third point lies that the impact of budget characteristics on managerial performance. This is one of the central topics appears in the literature related to budget participation and budget characteristics impact (see Otley, 1978; Hopwood, 1974; Chenhall & Brownll 1988; Dunk, 1993; Nouri & parker, 1998; and Shields & Shields, 1998) . Another line may lie is the research methods implemented in this study. Most of the prior studies who conducted the selected budget characteristics focus upon questionnaire based methods of measurements (see Nouri & Parker, 1998; Shields & Shields, 1998; Otley & Pollanen, 2000; Parker & Kyj, 2006; and Milani, 1975) . The main aim of this research is the development of understanding about the usage of budget issues in different sites; thus the questionnaire considers one of the best ways of gathering the perception and views of that number of department managers. This study may be considered to have the usual limitations of the questionnaire survey methodology. Using the managers' perceptions, which may be subject to recall bias or any other interpretation of the internal relation, to measure the dependent variables have been criticized on the basics that these perceptions are not objective. This might not consider a serious limitation since managers' take decisions and actions relying on their perceptions and views. However, questionnaire considers one of the most useful ways for collecting data on specific topic or populations, it could be criticized because it does not allow in depth understanding of complex phenomenon (Moll, 2003) . Moreover, the study sample can be criticised that private universities in Jordan are 17 universities and the study has conducted five universities. In fact, the time and the access were a challenge for the researchers to undertake all the private universities. Furthermore, the researchers studied one or two universities of each stage of the universities stages which have been clarified in the sample section. Despite the insights this research may provide, the results have been difficult to integrate, and have been conflicting specially with regards to the general experience and budget experience. Another limitation which could be considered is the impact of other variables such as decentralization, managerial autonomy, environmental uncertainty and university overall characteristics on the study sample whereas these factors may influence the budget process in theses universities and the level of participation. However, studying budget characteristics in private universities might be influenced by those factors, this study focused on studying the impact of manager's related factors and department related factors on budgetary characteristics. This could be a considerable limitation in areas that have been extensively researched but the budget characteristics in private Jordanian universities have not been extensively researched in the literature. The researchers think that different streams should be researched in future studies such relations between above variables and budget participation characteristics as well as the budget characteristics and performance. These future studies should provide more evidence regarding the role of budget participation and its impact on managerial performance. 
